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In this bankruptcy appeal, a creditor contends that the
bankruptcy court should not have granted the debtor a discharge
because he failed to schedule certain assets and transferred or
conceal ed sone of these assets. The creditor also argues that
t he bankruptcy court should have admtted its evidence about
transactions related to a specific piece of property. Because we
find no clear error, we affirmthe judgnent.

Jack E. Pratt, Jr., a mllionaire’ s son, had drug probl ens
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and chronic debt for nost of his life. H s business dealings
were | argely unsuccessful, and even as an adult, he consistently
recei ved noney fromhis divorced parents. His famly agreed that
Pratt was a spendthrift, and several famly nenbers indicated
that he had a tendency to lie.

Pratt filed a bankruptcy petition in August 2000. One of
Pratt’s bankruptcy creditors was appellant The Cadl e Conpany
(“Cadle”), who had purchased two judgnents against him After
Pratt filed his petition, Cadle brought an adversary action
against Pratt in which it contended that Pratt’s discharge in
bankruptcy shoul d be denied under 11 U S.C. § 727 for making
fal se statements in his schedul es and Statenent of Financi al
Affairs (“SOFA’) and for concealing or renpving assets.

I n Decenber 2000, four nonths after filing for bankruptcy,
Pratt died of a heart attack. His estate was substituted in his
bankruptcy case,! and the adversary action proceeded.

The bankruptcy court conducted a two-day trial on the
adversary case. The trial evidence included two depositions of
Pratt taken before his death as well as the testinony of Pratt’s
father (“Pratt Sr.”), wfe, and sister. Pratt Sr.’s
admnistrative secretary also testified. At the conclusion of
trial, the bankruptcy court made oral findings of facts and

conclusions of law. The court found that Cadle had failed to

This opinion will use “Pratt” to refer both to Jack E
Pratt, Jr. and his estate.



nmeet its burden of proof to establish an exception from

di scharge. In particular, the court found that Cadle had failed
to establish that Pratt’s om ssions of assets from his schedul es
and SOFA were made with fraudulent intent. The court thought

i nstead that the evidence showed that the om ssions were due to
Pratt’s drug problens and not fraudulent intent: “The conceal nent
and renoval of property anpunts to a nman who had drug probl ens
for many years.” Thus, the bankruptcy court granted Pratt a

di schar ge.

Cadl e appealed to the district court. The district court
determ ned that the bankruptcy court did not clearly err in
making its factual determ nations and affirned the judgnent.
Thi s appeal foll owed.

Deni al of Discharge

Cadle first argues that Pratt’s discharge shoul d have been
deni ed under three subsections of 11 U S.C. § 727. The rel evant
parts of 8§ 727 provide,

(a) The court shall grant the debtor a discharge,

unl ess—

(2) the debtor, with intent to hinder, delay, or defraud
a creditor or an officer of the estate charged wth
custody of property under this title, has transferred,
renoved, destroyed, nutilated, or concealed, or has
permtted to be transferred, renoved, destroyed

mutil ated, or conceal ed—

(A) property of the debtor, within one year before the
date of the filing of the petition; or

(B) property of the estate, after the date of the filing
of the petition;



(4) the debtor knowingly and fraudulently, in or in

connection with the case—

(A) made a fal se oath or account;
11 U.S.C. 8§ 727. Cadle contends that discharge should have been
deni ed under 88 (a)(2)(A), (a)(2)(B), and (a)(4)(A). These
contentions are based on several different assets Cadle believes
shoul d have been included in Pratt’s schedul es and SCFA. Cadle
bears the burden of establishing the elenents that woul d prevent
di scharge. See Beaubouef v. Beaubouef (In re Beaubouef), 966
F.2d 174, 177 (5th Gr. 1992). Factual findings under this
section are reviewed for clear error. See Hi bernia Nat’l Bank v.
Perez (In re Perez), 954 F.2d 1026, 1028 (5th Cr. 1992).
Transfer of Assets

To establish that discharge should be denied under § 727
(a)(2)(A), a creditor nust show four elenents: “(1) a transfer
[ or conceal nent] of property; (2) belonging to the debtor; (3)
within one year of the filing of the petition; [and] (4) with
intent to hinder, delay, or defraud a creditor or officer of the
estate.” Pavy v. Chastant (In re Chastant), 873 F.2d 89, 90 (5th
Cir. 1989). The intent to defraud nust be actual, not
constructive. 1d. at 91. Nevertheless, “[a]ctual intent
may be inferred fromthe actions of the debtor and nmay be proven

by circunstantial evidence.” 1d. |In Pavy v. Chastant (In re

Chastant), we listed the factors that show actual intent to



def r aud:

(1) [T]he lack or inadequacy of consideration; (2) the
famly, friendship or close associate relationship
between the parties; (3) the retention of possession,
benefit or use of the property in question; (4) the
financial condition of the party sought to be charged
both before and after the transaction in question; (5)
the existence or cunulative effect of the pattern or
series of transactions or course of conduct after the
incurring of debt, onset of financial difficulties, or
pendency or threat of suits by creditors; and (6) the
general chronol ogy of the events and transacti ons under
inquiry.

ld. (quoting Inre Schmt, 71 B.R 587, 590 (Bankr. D. M nn.
1987)). There is, noreover, a presunption of fraudul ent intent
when a debtor transfers property to relatives. Id. (citing Inre
Butler, 38 B.R 884, 888 (Bankr. D. Kan. 1984)). This court has
i ndi cated that once this presunption attaches, the burden shifts
to the debtor “[to denobnstrate] that he | acked fraudul ent
intent.” |d.
Fal se Gath

Di scharge may al so be denied if the debtor makes a fal se
oath in connection with his bankruptcy filings. 11 U S C
8(a)(4)(A). A false oath has this effect since,

Ful | disclosure of assets and liabilities in the

schedules required to be filed by one seeking relief

under Chapter 7 is essential, because the schedul es

‘serve the inportant purpose of insuring that adequate

information is available for the Trustee and creditors

W t hout need for investigation to determ ne whether the

information provided is true.

Beaubouef, 966 F.2d at 179 (quoting In re Uban, 130 B.R 340,

344 (Bankr. M D. Fla. 1991)). To establish a false oath under

5



this section, the creditor nmust show that “(1) [the debtor] made
a statenent under oath; (2) the statenent was false; (3) [the
debtor] knew the statenent was false; (4) [the debtor] nade the
statenent with fraudulent intent; and (5) the statenent rel ated
materially to the bankruptcy case.” Id. at 178. An om ssion of
an asset can constitute a false oath. Id.

Bank Accounts

Cadl e argues that Pratt failed to disclose two separate bank
accounts: first, an account he held with his son and second, his
wi fe’s bank account, which Cadle contends Pratt used. Cadle also
argues that Pratt’s use of his wife’'s account anpunted to
conceal ment .

In 1997, Pratt opened an account at Texas Community Bank &
Trust under two nanmes—Ahis own and that of his son, Jack Pratt
[11. Pratt used this account for household expenses. Hi's son
never deposited any noney in the account. Pratt’s estate now
concedes that he shoul d have disclosed this account in his
bankruptcy filings. At the sanme tine, he also contends that his
failure to disclose was i mmaterial because the account had no
money in it and had been entirely inactive for alnbst a year. He
further argues that his failure to disclose the account was
unintentional. The bankruptcy court concluded that although
Pratt’s failure to disclose the account was troubling, it was

neither material nor intentional.



Cadle first challenges the bankruptcy court’s materiality
finding, contending that the court focused too nuch on the
account’s zero balance. As Cadle points out, we noted in
Beaubouef that nmateriality does not depend on the asset’s val ue:
“I'n determ ni ng whether or not an omssion is material, the issue
is not nerely the value of the omtted assets or whether the
om ssion was detrinmental to creditors.” Beaubouef, 966 F.2d at
178 (quoting 4 Co.LIER ON BANkrRuPTCY, § 727.04[ 1], at 727-59).

In fact, the Beaubouef debtor failed to |list, anong ot her
thi ngs, his ownership of a worthless conpany. I|d. The debtor
argued that the worthlessness of the interest nade it inmaterial.
Id. The court disagreed, stating “[t]he subject matter of a
false oath is ‘“material’ and thus sufficient to bar discharge, if
it bears a relationship to the bankrupt’s business transactions
or estate, or concerns the discovery of assets, business
deal i ngs, or the existence and disposition of his property.” Id.
(quoting Inre Chalik, 748 F.2d 616, 618 (11th Gr. 1984)). The
court explained, “The recalcitrant debtor may not escape a
section 727(a)(4)(A) denial of discharge by asserting that the
admttedly omtted or falsely stated informati on concerned a
wor t hl ess business rel ationship or holding; such a defense is
specious.” 1d. (quoting Chalik, 748 F.2d at 618). Simlarly, in
Johnson v. Baldridge (In re Baldridge), the bankruptcy court

concl uded that om ssion of bank accounts was naterial, even if



the accounts had little or no balance: “Few, if any, assets are
nore material to a consumer debtor’s financial affairs than a
bank account, for it is fromthat kind of asset that the
creditors can discern not only an overall picture of the debtor’s
financial affairs, but also the details of the debtor’s
finances.” 256 B.R 284, 290 (Bankr. E. D. Ark. 2000).

Al t hough the account Pratt held with his son m ght be
material, Cadle has not presented a conpelling case that Pratt
had any fraudulent intent in failing to list it. The bankruptcy
court found, with regard to this account and ot her assets, “I
can't say . . . that his notive was to hinder, delay or defraud
or to commt a false oath that anpbunted to a substanti al
deprivation of property to the estate for creditors such as Cadle
and others that the trustee represents.” Cadle can point to no
specific evidence indicating that the bankruptcy court erred in
meki ng this finding.

Cadl e al so argues that Pratt should have disclosed his
access to his wife's bank account and that he conceal ed his
i ncone by depositing checks into this account. Pratt’'s wfe,

Eli zabeth Pratt, testified that he gave her noney to deposit in
her own account for famly expenses. Elizabeth further testified
that Pratt endorsed checks for her to deposit into her own
account. Additionally, Pratt deposited one check fromDall as

Ceneral Life Insurance Conpany (Pratt’s enployer at the tine)



i nto another account belonging to Elizabeth.? These allegations
all have the sane shortcom ng: they all concern deposits
occurring nore than one year before bankruptcy.

Cadl e asserts that the theory of continuing conceal nent
solves this problem Under this theory, when an asset is
conceal ed—such as by nomnally transferring it while retaining
interest in it—before the one-year period, but the debtor’s
interest in the asset continues, 8 727 may still apply. Inre
Aivier, 819 F.2d 550, 554-55 (5th GCr. 1987). 1In this case,
unlike In re Aivier, Cadle has not presented evidence that
Pratt’s interest renmained during the relevant tine period.?
Cadl e has not satisfied its burden of showi ng a continued
i nterest.

Mor eover, the bankruptcy court expressly found that Pratt
| acked the intent to defraud his creditors about these assets.
Here, too, Cadle does not present evidence that this finding is
clearly erroneous.

Cash Around the House

2 Elizabeth Pratt, on the other hand, testified that all the
checks in her nane from Dal |l as General were rei nbursement for
Dal | as General expenses charged on her personal credit card.

]3ln Aivier, the debtors transferred title to their house in
anticipation of a judgnent being entered against them Qivier,
819 F.2d at 551. This transfer occurred seven years before
filing bankruptcy but after the transfer (to one of the debtors’
nmot her), the debtors continued to live in the house, rent-free.
| d.



Cadl e next contends that Pratt conceal ed noney fromhis
creditors by keeping | arge amobunts of cash around his house.* As
support, Cadle cites the foll ow ng deposition testinony:

Q Sois it your testinony that sonetine in the | ast

si x nonths, you have had between [$]10 to $20, 000 in
cash sitting around at hone in a shoebox?

A: | guess that woul d be possi bl e.

Q wWell I"'mnot—+ don’t want to tal k about
possibilities. | want to talk about the truth.
A. Ckay. | don’t recall a specific anount.

Q Was it—~have you had nore than $10,000 in cash at

your house at any one point in tine in the last six

nont hs?

A Yes.
Cadle insists that this testinmony shows that Pratt routinely kept
this amount of noney at hone to conceal it fromhis creditors.
Cadl e further argues that this conceal nent probably continued
after Pratt filed his petition. |In response to Cadle s argunent,
Pratt cites the testinony of trial w tnesses who did not believe
that Pratt ever kept this anpbunt of noney w thout spending it.
But even if he did, Pratt contends, Cadle has not shown that any
conceal ment occurred. Cadle asked if he had cash; Pratt

answered, “yes.” Pratt contends that this shows no conceal nent.
In the end, while the conclusion that Cadl e reaches—+that

Pratt kept | arge anounts of noney hidden fromhis creditors—

coul d perhaps be drawn fromthese facts, these facts do not

require the court to reach this conclusion. On this record, the

district court’s failure to find conceal nent and fraudul ent

4Cadl e does not contend that Pratt nade a fal se statenent by
not disclosing the cash in any of his bankruptcy filings.

10



intent is not clearly erroneous.
Children’s Trusts

Cadl e al so argues that Pratt made a fal se oath when he
failed to disclose that he served as trustee for his children’s
trusts. Pratt’s nother, Crystal Pratt, established these trusts
in her will. Pratt Sr. was the original trustee of these trusts,
but he resigned and appointed Pratt as substitute trustee in
1999.

Cadl e first contends that Pratt |lied when he failed to |ist
these trusts in response to SOFA question 14: “List all property
owned by anot her person that the debtor holds or controls.”
Nei t her side cites any relevant casel aw about whether a trustee
shoul d disclose a trust in response to this question. Pratt
cites two bankruptcy court cases, both for generalities about
hol di ng property for another. Neither case deals wth property
held in trust. See In re Sunerell, 194 B.R 818 (Bankr. E.D.
Tenn. 1996); Behrman Chiropractic dinics, Inc. v. Johnson (In re
Johnson), 189 B.R 985 (Bankr. N.D. Ala. 1995). Neverthel ess, we
conclude that Pratt’s failure to list his trustee status,
assum ng w thout deciding that it was required, was not materi al
because this knowl edge woul d not assist Pratt’s creditors.

The argunent about disclosure of Pratt’s trustee position is
secondary, however, to Cadle’'s nmain argunent about the trusts.

Cadl e’ s principal argunent about the children’s trusts is that
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Pratt abused his position as trustee. Cadle clainms that Pratt
i nproperly renoved noney fromthe trust accounts for his own
purposes. Pratt Sr., on the other hand, testified that he saw no
i nproper withdrawals. When Cadl e raised the alleged m suse of
trust assets, the bankruptcy court responded, “[t]hat’s not your
busi ness.” W agree. \Wiether Pratt m sused the funds in his
children’ s trusts is irrelevant to whether he made a fal se oath
when he failed to list the trusts as soneone else’s property that
he holds or controls. Thus, although the m suse of the trust
assets mght serve as the basis for a breach of fiduciary duty
claimagainst Pratt, it does not provide a reason for denying him
a di scharge in bankruptcy under 8§ 727
Pratt’s Rights Under his Mdther’'s WII

After addressing Pratt’s role in his children’s trusts,
Cadle turns to Pratt’s own trust, which was al so established by
his nother’s will, and his rights under that will. Pratt clained
to have received approxi mately $10, 000 under Crystal Pratt’s
wll. However, Cadle agues that under the will, Pratt was
entitled to a significant distribution (originally around
$300, 000), followed by a conplete distribution of the trust
assets within 10 years. Cadle asserts that Pratt failed to
disclose this entitlenent. Cadle additionally contends that
al t hough he disclosed his interest in the trust, Pratt failed to

list his right to distribution fromthe trust.
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In response to Cadle’s allegations about the will, Pratt
contends that the distribution anount was reduced to account for
| oans of $281,585 his nother made himduring her lifetine.® He
also cites evidence in the record that distributions were
actually made. Pratt therefore argues that he had no
distribution right to disclose in the bankruptcy fornms. And in
fact, Cadle seens extrenely hard pressed to try to explain how
Pratt conceal ed, transferred, or |ied about any of this.

In response to Cadle’s allegations that Pratt shoul d have
di sclosed his rights to distribution under the trust, Pratt
argues that the trust was a discretionary, spendthrift trust, and
that he therefore had no right to conpel the trustee to nake
distributions.® Under a spendthrift trust, “the right of the
beneficiary to future paynents of inconme or capital cannot be
voluntarily transferred by the beneficiary or reached by his or
her creditors.” Shurley v. Tex. Comrerce Bank—-Austin, N A (In
re Shurley), 115 F. 3d 333,337 (5th Gr. 1997). Furthernore,

under the trust’s terns, he had no interest in the trust’s assets

SEvi dence supports this offset anmount.

®Bankruptcy Code § 541(c)(2) provides that “[a] restriction
on the transfer of a beneficial interest of the debtor in a trust
that is enforceabl e under applicabl e nonbankruptcy law is
enforceabl e under this title.” See also Shurley v. Tex. Comrerce
Bank—Austin, N. A (In re Shurley), 115 F. 3d 333, 33637 (5th Cr.
1997) (“Section 541(c)(2) excludes ‘spendthrift trusts’ fromthe
bankruptcy estate if such a trust protects the beneficiary from
creditors under applicable state law. ”).

13



until they were distributed to him

Pratt’s trust argunent focuses on Bass v. Denney (In re
Bass), 171 F.3d 1016 (5th G r. 1999), in which we recogni zed that
a spendthrift trust was protected fromcreditors. Specifically,
the Bass court determned that the district court could not
require a trustee of a discretionary, spendthrift trust to notify
creditors 72 hours before making a distribution fromthe trust.
Id. In soruling, the court recognized that “[a] universal canon
of Angl o- Anerican trust |aw proclains that when the trustee’s
powers of distribution are wholly discretionary, the beneficiary
has no ownership interest in the trust or its assets until the
trustee exercises discretion by electing to nake a distribution
to the beneficiary.” 1d. at 1028. Like the beneficiary, the
court could not interfere with the trust: it could not *prevent
or force the exercise of discretion by the trustee nor specify a
particul ar exercise or otherwise interfere with or inpinge on
such discretion when it is expressly vested, w thout condition or
[imtation, under the terns of the trust instrunent.” |d. at
1028-29.

In this case, the trust docunents indicated that
distributions were left to the trustee’s sole discretion. Thus,
under Bass, Pratt had no right to force the trustee to nake a
distribution to him He had no tangible interest in the assets

until distribution. Pratt’s use of Bass, however, enphasizes one
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difference fromthis case. |In Bass, one principle underlying the
court’s decision was that the beneficiary could not interfere
wWth the trustee’s discretion. But here, Cadle briefly contends
that regardless of the terns of the trust, Pratt exercised actua
control over the trust account. Nevertheless, Cadle does not
argue that this control renoved the trust protections and cites
no cases in support of its argunent that Pratt’s access to the
account justified denial of discharge. Moreover, this court has
expressed skepticismthat a beneficiary’ s control over a
spendthrift trust can renove its protection fromcreditors.
Shurley, 115 F.3d at 342 n.34.°

In short, Pratt disclosed the trust. Cadle’s insistence
that Pratt should have disclosed his right of distribution, not
just his trust, is unpersuasive.
Ret ai ned Partnership Interest

Cadl e al so contends that Pratt failed to disclose a retained
interest in CA Pratt Partners, Ltd., a partnership Crystal

Pratt fornmed for estate-planning purposes.® On June 18, 1999,

The Shurley court stated, “W assune w thout deciding that
the court was legally correct in concluding that ‘substanti al
control’ can render a spendthrift or other protective trust
subject to creditor clains. W note however that we do not
beli eve that appell ees have cited any Texas authority for this
proposition.” Shurley, 115 F. 3d at 342 n. 34.

8Cadl e al so contends that Pratt’s interest was diluted from
20% to 2.9609% in 1998. It argues that there was no expl anati on
for this dilution. To the contrary, all the evidence indicated
that the dilution occurred when, shortly after creating the
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nmore than one year before filing for bankruptcy, Pratt entered
into a contract under which he assigned his interest in the
partnership. Cadle challenges how much of his rights Pratt
actually transferred under that contract and, |ess directly,
chal | enges the anount of consideration for the transfer.

As its first challenge, Cadle contends that under the terns
of the contract, Pratt transferred all of his 2.906% interest in
the partnership instead of the 2.9609% interest he actually
owned. Thus, according to Cadle, Pratt actually retained a
.0549% i nterest in the partnership, which should have been
di scl osed.

Al t hough the bankruptcy court determ ned that no fraudul ent
intent could be drawn fromthis problemdue to its “legalistic
nature,” Cadle disagrees, and argues that deposition testinony
showed that Pratt knew exactly what he was doing. In this
testinony, given a little over one nonth after the transfer,
Pratt testified that he had not transferred any property worth
over $300 in the previous four years. 1In a |later deposition, he

al so denied that he had ever heard of C. A Pratt Partners.® That

partnership, Crystal Pratt nmade a significant capital
contribution, thereby diluting the interest of all the other
partners. Regardless, this dilution cannot be the basis for
denyi ng di scharge under 8§ 727(a)(2)(A) because it occurred nore
than one year before Pratt filed his bankruptcy petition.

Not hing indicates that Pratt retai ned any hidden interest after
this dilution.

°According to Cadle, Pratt was fully aware of the transfer
when he was exam ned during his bankruptcy proceedi ng.
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Pratt |ied about not transferring the asset,!® however, does not
prove that he intentionally hid an alleged .0549% interest in the
partnership. Furthernore, Cadle presented no evidence that Pratt
or anyone el se knew, before bei ng deposed, that the docunent
stated 2.906 instead of 2.9609. 11

Perhaps equally inportantly, there is evidence that Pratt
did not retain a .0549% interest at all, and that the
transposition of the nunbers was a clerical error in part of the
contract. The woman who handl ed the paperwork for the transfer
testified that it was a scrivener’s error. The partnership’s
accountant testified that Pratt retai ned no owership after the
transfer. Evidence indicates that Pratt did not receive any K-1
forms fromthe partnership after the transfer. Furthernore,
while the incorrect amount is listed in the recitals section of
the contract, another part of the contract indicates that
“Assi gnor hereby assigns to Assignee, and Assi gnee hereby
acquires from Assignor, Assignor’s entire interest in the
Partnership.” Therefore, the evidence indicates that the
difference in the transfer anount was a typographical error and
not a secretly retained interest.

As for Cadle’s challenge to the anount of the consideration

1The deposition occurred before Pratt filed his bankruptcy
petition.

1The statute requires the false oath to have been nade
“knowi ngly and fraudulently.”
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for the transfer, the evidence is clear that the transfer
occurred nore than one year before Pratt’s bankruptcy. Cadle
makes no conti nui ng conceal nent argunent to try to fit this
transaction into the relevant tine frame. Cadle cites no

evi dence of any retained interest other than the alleged .0549%

Thus, none of the evidence about the transfer of Pratt’s
partnership interest justifies overturning the bankruptcy court’s
findings concerning intent or its decision not to deny discharge.
Nor t haven Property

Finally, Cadle nakes two argunents about property |ocated at
6008 Northaven in Dallas. It contends that Pratt nade a fal se
oath when he failed to disclose his continued interest in this
property and also that the district court erred in excluding
evi dence about it.

Cadl e’s contentions are based on a conplicated foreclosure.
Pratt and Pratt Sr. owned the Northaven property, which was
subject to a note. The property also had judgnent |iens agai nst
it. In April 1997, Pratt Sr. gave his assistant, Evelyn
Johnstone, noney to purchase the note fromthe bank that held it.
She made the purchase, the bank executed a release of lien, and
the note was transferred to her.

Pratt Sr. did not pay Johnstone under the note. Johnstone,
W t hout ever obtaining a lien or nmaking a demand on either of the

Pratts, posted the property for foreclosure. Pratt Sr. bought it
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at the foreclosure sale on July 1, 1997.

Cadl e argues that the forecl osure was not effective because
no lien existed agai nst the property at the tinme of forecl osure.
At the tinme of the transfer to Johnstone, the bank hol ding the
original note had released its |lien. After the fact, Conpass
Bank executed a transfer of lien. Before the transfer of lien
was recorded, however, Pratt Sr. sold the property.

The bankruptcy court found that, even if Pratt retained his
i nterest because the foreclosure and sale were invalid, he did
not know about it. Therefore, Pratt had no fraudul ent intent
when he failed to disclose any interest. This conclusion is
supported by the record; even Cadle’ s description indicates that
Pratt and his father were unaware of this problemw th the
forecl osure. For exanple, Cadle's brief concedes that Pratt Sr.
“apparently believ[ed] he had good record title to the 6008
Nort haven Property” at the tinme of the sale. Simlarly, Cadle
uses words like “technically” to describe Pratt’s ownership of
t he property. 12

Cadl e presented no evidence that Pratt intentionally
conceal ed the results of an invalid sale. Wat is nore, it
presented no evidence that Pratt was even aware of his

“technical” ownership. The bankruptcy court did not err inits

2Addi tional ly, as the bankruptcy court noted, the issues
about the Northaven property and its transfer had nothing to do
wth 8§ 727. Section 727 does not provide a nethod of avoiding a
transfer, for exanple.
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rul i ngs about the Northaven property.
Concl usi on

In the end, Cadle has not shown that the district court
erred in granting Pratt a discharge in bankruptcy. W affirmthe
j udgnent .

AFF| RMED.
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